
SMITH & WESSEL ASSOCIATES, INC. 
HAZARDOUS BUILDING MA TERJALSAND AIR QUALITY SPECIALISTS 

F€bruay 10,2012 

Uniterl States Environmentci ProtErlion Agency 
Region 1 
5 Post Office SquCJ"e, SUite 100 
Boston, MCESCChusats 02109-3912 
Attn: Kimba-ly N. Tisa, PCB Coordinator 

Ret: Leomi nsta- High School , Lrominsta-, MA, PCBs Rema:.liation Ple11 

Dea Ms. Tisa: 

In response to your I etta- dcta:l Jaluay 23, 2012, on behcif of the Lrominsta- Public 
Schools, Smith & W~ Assxictes(SVVA) submitsthisletta- a:Jdressing the questions 
e11d comments you ha:J pe-tai ni ng to the revi sa:J Work PI Cl1 for Ra-novci of PCBs ct 
Leominsta- High School in Leominsta-, MCESCChusats, dcia::f Nova-nber 7, 2011 . Bcmj 
on your oomments, we ve modi fi Erl e11d updcterl the pi e11 - see ctta::herl pi e11 dcterl 
F€bruay 10, 2012. 

Your comments e11d our responses CJ"e a:Jdressed as foil aws: 

Comments on Ncwember 2011 Plan 

1. Page 2. The plan incorrectly indicates that the surface cleanup fiandard is 10 
~Jg/100 crrf. 

a. For accessible, indoor surfaces within s;hools, EPA has generally r~uiroo a 
surface cleanup fiandard of 11Jg/100 crrf. 

b. This fiandard would only be applicable to non-porous surfaces or 
encapsulated porous surfaces. 

We have modi fi Erl the pi a1 in the I ctest revision to i nd ude the oorrErl ste11dCJ"d of 1 
!Jg/100 cm2

. 

2. Pages 3 and 4, Table 1 

a. The I aboratory reports for rorre of the sarrpl es appear to be rri sing, i ncl udi ng 
the following: 

Laboratory reports as<:lJCiatoo with caulk and/or glazing sarrple nurrtJers 
01A through OBA were not found in the March 2011 subrrittal nor the 
NoverriJer 2011 subm ttal 
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Laboratory reports as:rei at a::/ with caulk sarrpl e nurri:Jers 028, 058, 068, 
and 05C were not found in the March or November 11 subrrittals 

We have i ncl uda:i these scm pies in the revi sa:f report on the CD. This report 
includes all a1al yti cal results. 

b. The PCB concentrations reporta::J in Table 1 are not cons~ent with the 
laboratory reports. 

We have scruti ni za:i the I ct> reports to ensure all results Gl'e consistent. With 

rE9ads to scrnples 10A, result is correda:i to read 28.1 ppm Clld 17A, result 

shows the octual conc:a1tration of 4.5 ppm. With rE9ads to scrnples 20A, 21A, 
CJ1d 22A, we have provida::f aclaifying comment to the piCil indicating that less 

thCJ'l one ppm is the corroct result ba:a::J on Contest Analytical ' s ci:Ji I ity to obtain 
I CNJff detedi on I i mi ts thCJ'l EM SL Analytical ' s i ni ti al CJ'lal ysi s. 

b. Table 1 reporta::J results in theNoverrber 2011 subrrittal appear to be different 
from previous y report a::/ data in the March 2011 pi an. 

Any i nconsi stenci es between the Mach Clld N ovffnba' pi CJ'lS have been 

oodressat With rE9C1'ds to scm pie 16A, cs nota:i ct>ove we hoo reporta::f the 
corra::ta:i result of I ess thCJ'l one ppm ba:a::J on Contest' s more occur ate CJ'lal ysi s 

thCJ'l EM SL' s original CJ'lal ysi s. The updcta:i pi CJ1 includes a cl ai fyi ng note to 

retiEd this. 

3. Page 5, fir~ paragraph. The te><t indicates that the I ow vol urre sarrpl e pumps 
were cal i brat a::/ to 4. 0 I i ters of air per rri nute; however, the chain of cu~ody 
indicates a flow rate of 3.0 liters per rrinute. Ploose confirm flow rate for the May 

2011 air sarrpl i ng event. 

The flow rctewcs 3.0 litffs per minute on the May 2011 scrnpling event. The 

updcta:i piCil hcsbeen emended to retied this. 

4. Page 6, Table 28. 8asg:J on EPA's revie.v of the laboratory results, the PCB 
results indicata::J in this table are incorrect. The reporta::J results need to be 

adju~a::J bam on the air volume sarrpla::J (see laboratory results reporta::J in 

pglrrr). The correcta::J results are as follows: 

• S3rnple 1 results sflould be 47 nglm3 not 44 nglm3 

• S3rrple 3 results sflould be 35 nglm~ not 32 nglm3 

• &lrrple 4 results should be 150 ng/;.(3, not 130 nglm3 

We have amenda:i T ci:JI e 28 in the updata:i pi an to ref I a::t the corred airborne PCB 

results. 
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5. Page 7, 2'riparagraph. 111!1ile 2 samples from the May 25, 2011 air sampling 
event were below thedetoction limt, EPA notes that one of there samples was 
an ambient air (exterior) sample. Thus, for accuracy, only 1 sample collocted 
from the building interior was below the laboratory dfioction limit. Pleare aiSJ 
see previous comrrl€11t 4 for "corrected" results based on air volume collocted. 

We hCNe emends:! this pa~r~h in the updctoo pi Cll to occuratel y represent the 
sanpl i ng dcia. 

6. Page 9, Table 4. Laboratory results for the SJil sample results in this table 
indicate that the PCB concentrations are baEa:J on a "wEi weight" analyss. 
The PCB regulations at 40 CFR Part 761, &lbpart N rfXJuire the reporting of 
PCB sample concentrations for non-liquids (e.g., SJils) on a dry weight bass. 

I norder to convert the "wEi weight" to a "dry weight" bass, the% SJiids for the 
sample would be rfXJuired. However, EPA cannot find the% SJiids for the 
sarrples in the laboratory reports. 

a. Pleare clarify if a% SJiids analyss for the each roil sample was 
conducted. If ro, pleare provide the laboratory results. 

b. If a% rolids analyss was not conducted, please clarify how this 
omi s<:i on was cons dered in the roi I abatement pi an. 

A perca1t &>I ids Cllalysis for EOCh ooi I sanple ha:t been conducts:!. Where ~pi icciJie 
we ve modifi ro the result to ref I 00: the "dry-weight" result. PI ease note that results 
for thesanplesCllalyzoo by Netlal:>s incra:a:rl by ~proximctely 15-25% after 
f cnori ng in the % &>I ids. The "dry-weight" results a-e i nd udro i n T a!:> I e 4 in the 
updctro pi an. 

7. Pagas 11 and 12 Results of Pilot Tests. 

a. Please clarify how many coats of the encapsulant were uEa:J for each test. 
EPA generally recommends at lea[J 2 coats. 

b. Pleare clarify if the encapsulant was allowed to "cure" prior to the wipe 
sampling and if ro, how was the "cure" time established? 

Two ooatsof en~suiClltswereusa:J for ~h test with a curing period betwEal EOCh 
coct. The manufcdurer' s rerommendal:ions werefollowro with respa:;t to rure 
periods but ami ni mum of 24 hour wati ng period was observro. 

8. Page 12, Bs::tion 2.1., 1::1 bullfi. This rentence does not make !Xnse. Pleare 
clarify this item. 
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This bulla itan has bEa1 clarifiEd end was meEI"lt to relctethat the controctor must 
conduct air monitoring and tc:ke corredi ve octi on should pr&estcbl i sha:J octi on I eve! s 
be excesda:J. 

9. Page 13, Section 2.3. Contractor Qualifications. If the City will be requiring 
this of bidding contractors, EPA would rE£ommend that these r€quirernents be 
part of the bid specifications. 

The work plan is being made a pert of the bid sperificationsso thesequaifications will 
be ra:tui ra:J of the controctor. 

10. Page 14, Section 3.1. :::COpe of V1hrk (SJW,L The firs BEntence indicates that the 
SXJWwi/1 address caulk materials in the 1961 building. According to Page 4, Table 
1, PCBs at greater than{>) 1 ppm was afro identified in black window caulk in the 
1990 GTE Building. WI/ this be addressed as part of the plan? If not, pleare explain 
why. 

We a-e colledi ng two a::lditi ona samples of the bl cd< window caulk, one in the same 
location as the original scmplee11d one in en a::lja:a1t a-ee to verify the PCBs 
conca1tniion in this caulk. 

11. Page 14, Section 3. 1. paragraph 1. This indicates that non-porous surfaces will be 
cleanoo to a 10 Jlg/100 crrf. For ~hoofs, EPA generally has required a surface 
cleanup standard of 1 J1 g/1 00 crrf for accessible non-porous surfaces for unrestri ctfXJ 
ure. Pleare see previous comment 1. a. 

We have modifi a:J the pi an in the I at est rcvi si on to i nd ude the corred standa-d of 1 
IJg/100 an2

. 

12 Page 20, Section 6.0. Further darification on dispoStion of PCB waEie is 
requirfXJ. 

a. PI eare clarify how each waste stream wi II be di spo:xx:J of { RCRA 
hazardous waste landfill, TE.CA-perrrittoo disposal facility, RCRA non­
hazardous waste landfill, etc) basa:J on waste type (caulk, roil, etc); waste 
cla!*ification (PCB bulk product waste, PCB remediation waste, 
decontamination waste); and PCB concentration{< 50 ppm, ~ 50 ppm, 
etc). 

Caulk, fiber board, a1d any other mcteria slcta:J for disposa (ex. contaninata:J 
louver vents) assumEd to be contaninata:J by ca.Jik (with a concentration in the 
contani ncta:J materia above 50 ppm), shal l be di sposa:t of as a PCB bulk 
product waste. Soi Is, di sposcbl e suits, e11d I ike mcta-i al s containing or assuma:J 
to contain PCBs grEEter then 1 ppm but I ess thCil 50 ppm sha I be di spose::l of as 
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PCB rema:ti ai on waste. We have cl crifi a::l these disposal r~ui ranmts in 
Soction 6.0 of the plat 

b. Las renta~ce of Soction 6.1 indicates that {Jfrsonal protoctive equipment 
u9:d by workers fiJa/1 be "dis:;arded" as a PCB bulk product wase. 
Plea~ 93e the disposal requir81'1fnts for PPE at§ 761.61(a)(5)(v)(A). 

Persona protediveequipmmt shal bediscada::l as PCB rana::liaion waste. 
We have cl aifia::l this r~ui rema1t unda- Socti on 6. 0 of the updaa::l work pi en. 

c. There is an inconsisa~cy between the Noverrber 23, 2011 Respon~ to 
Comments and November 2011 plan. ~ifical/y, Respon~ to Comment 
3 indicates that the fiber board will be disposed of as a PCB remediation 
wa!ie; however, ;n the/as paragraph on page 1 of the Noverri:x:r 2011 
plan¥ it is indicata::J that porous materials, such as fiber board, will be 
dispo9:d of as a PCB bulk product waste. 

Wehavedcrifioo in Soction 6.0 of the updaa::l plcn that fiber bead shal be 
di~ of as a PCB bulk product waste. 

13 Page21, Soction 72 

a. Plea~ clarify the a~capsulant that will be u!X!d for this project. As 
previously indicated, EPA recorrmends a rrinimum of 2 coats of the 
a~capsul ant. 

Rust oleum, or ~ual product, wi II be used as the fflCC1)SUI ant. A mini mum of two 
cntsof EJlCC1)sulcnt shall be~plied, except within ca.Jik joints, three coats of 
enCC1)sulcnt shal be~plia:i. 

14. Page 21, Soction 7.3 and Page 14, Table 6. 

a. Ba9:d on the propo9:d sarnpl i ng frequency for a~capsul atocl surfaces, 
please provide the e:iimated nurrber of samples that would be collected 
for each matrix type. It is not clear ba9:d on the information provided 
exactly how much concrete and brick are propos;xi for a~capsulation 
under the pi an. 

We'veestimcted 17,629 91uaefa:t of concraeblock a1d 2,118 91uaefa:t of 
brick wi II r~ui re a1<4>SUI cti on. Thus, ct mini mum of 18 wipe scrnpl es for 
enCC1)sul cted concrEte block a1d 3 scm pies of a1c:c.psul cta::l brick ae esti mcta::l. 
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b. It would be hfipful to include in Table 6 (page 14), the type of adjacent 

substrate that will be encapsulata=J ineach area along with theestimata=J 
s::,uare footage. 

We have summai zed the qucntities of materials requiring er1~sul ati on in 

Tct>le6 in the updcte:J plcn along with the type of oojocent substrcte. 

c No wipe sarnpl i ng is proposed for decontarri nated non-porous SJrfaces. 

This rrus be inclt..Jda:J in the verification sampling plan. Alternatively, the 
City may opt to meet the NACE 2 decontarrination sandard for non­

porous surfaces at§ 761. 79(b)(3)(i) for unrestricted use. 

The updated pi cn has been emended under Sa:;ti on 7. 3 to i nd ude wipe 

sanpl i ng of metal columns to rami n. 

d The plan should include post-encapsulation air m:mitoring to docurrmt 
that the containrrmt activities were dfoctive during abatement 
activities 

The updated pi en has been c:malded under Sedi on 7.4 to i nd ude 

requirements for air monitoring in eoch work zone. Because pra::ise phca ng 

of the work is unknown, weca1not provide the locations Clld number of ar 

sanples to be coli e:ted throughout the course of the proj Ed. 

e EPA would also rocommend that surface wipe sampling be conducta=J 
outs de of contai nrrmt as wfi I as in contai nrnent to document that the 
containrrmt and post- abat~t cleaning was effective The surface 
wipe standard of 1 pgi/1CXJcrrf should beu!B:i for thisdeterrrination. 

The updated pla1 has been emended under Setiion 7.3 to include 

requirements for wipe scm piing outside of conta nmerlt to verify thct 
d€91i ng was etfedi ve. BecaJse pra::i se phasing of the work is unknovm, we 

ca1not provide the I ocati ons end number of these wipe scmpl es to be 

coli eded throughout the course of the proj Ed. 

November 23,2011 ResponseToEPACanments 
1. Respon$ to Co171111er1t 4. The City indicates that rermval of window caulk 

containing bfiween 1-50 ppm PCBs wi II be reroovoo under the pi an and that 

Table 5 contains this information. 

This information is shown in Tct>le6, not Tcble5. 

2. Response to Comment 5. Caulk data associated with 1990 construction sho..vs a 
PCB 
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concentrcii on> 1 ppm. PI ease see Comment 10 on the November 2011 PI an. 

We ae condudi ng cddi ti onal scm piing of this mc:teri al to verify the PCBs conterrt. 
We wi II updc:te the pi a1 once this dcta is known. 

Should you havea1y questions or if I ccn be of a1y further assista1ce, please do not 
hesitc:te to contcd me. 

Respa:;tfully submitterl, 
SMITH lk WESSEL AsSOCIATES, INC. 

WillicrnC. w~ 
Principal 
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